Frederick Goerl (1992) build an intriguing case for public entrepreneurship. By strategically structuring an argument in the tradition of the bureaucracy/democracy debate, they attempt to legitimize the concept of public entrepreneurship by asserting that it can be reconciled with democratic politics and administration.1 Bellone and Goerl's argument presents the underlying values and characteristics of public entrepreneurship (autonomy, a personal vision of the future, secrecy, and risktaking) as being at odds with the values of democratic politics and administration (accountability, citizen participation, open policy-making processes, and "stewardship" behavior). Bellone and Goerl suggest that, although these value orientations appear incompatible, this should not be interpreted to mean that the conflict created by the different value orientations cannot be resolved. Indeed, Bellone and Goerl assert that public entrepreneurship can be squared with democratic principles if it is "civicregarding."
Public entrepreneurs need to take their political authority seriously and follow the principles of democratic theory in policy design and implementation... they also need to be concerned with a more active approach to administrative responsibility which includes helping to facilitate increased citizen education and involvement. We call this civicregarding entrepreneurship (1992, p. 132).
The authors' concept of civic-regarding entrepreneurship is grounded in the notion that a strong theory of citizenship is essential if we are to make public entrepreneurship compatible with democratic principles. Thus, public administrators have an obligation to search for opportunities that allow the citizenry to actively participate in the public policy process.
Bellone and Goerl have no doubt contributed to the dialogue concerning the appropriate role of public administrators in our democratic government. We have been reminded once again that any role prescribed for public administrators must be compatible with democratic values. They also emphasize the important link between administrative responsibility and increased opportunities for citizenship. This is certainly a meaningful area of scholarly inquiry. As Camilla Stivers (1990a Stivers ( , 1990b ) and others have argued, the legitimacy of the administrative state is contingent, in part, upon an active citizenry.2 For these reasons and more, Bellone and Goerl should be congratulated for raising several critical issues that deserve our undivided attention. The Bellone and Goerl piece is equally troubling in some respects. Despite the optimism expressed by these authors about the potential value of public entrepreneurship, the question is not whether public entrepreneurship can be reconciled with democratic values but whether the private enterprise concept of an entrepreneur is an appropriate model for public administration. Unfortunately, I must answer this question in the negative and assert that we should abandon the misconceived quest to reconcile public entrepreneurship with democracy. Although seductive and appealing at first glace, the concept of civic-regarding entrepreneurship contains insurmountable problems that render the concept unsuitable for prescribing or describing the role of public administrators in governance. Although Bellone and Goerl have added the term civic-regarding to the concept of entrepreneurship, this does not resolve the problem that the concept of entrepreneur is "misplaced" when applied to public administrators.3
The "Hidden" Values of Public Entrepreneurship
Bellone and Goerl were correct in asserting that the 1980s will be recorded in history as the "age of the entrepreneur." Throughout the decade, academic journals (especially in the field of business management) and the popular press were filled with accounts of entrepreneurial success stories. Many commentators believed that a rekindling of the "entrepreneurial spirit" in the private sector was essential if the United States were to regain its competitiveness in a rapidly changing world that had become increasingly interdependent. 4 In following a time-honored practice of public administration scholars from the Progressive era to the present, Bellone and Goerl have turned to our business management colleagues in search of answers to the complex problems facing government.5 They seem to think that public entrepreneurship is the answer to "declining federal grants to state and local governments, and the growing fiscal crises faced by governments at all levels of the federal system" (Bellone and Goerl, 1992, p. 130). Their definition of public entrepreneurship might lead one to this conclusion. Public entrepreneurs are said to "seek to find new sources of revenue, besides the more traditional taxes, to increase tax bases through economic development projects and to augment the number of private-public sector entrepreneurs within their boundaries" (p. 130).
In reading the Bellone and Goerl piece, it became readily apparent to me that they recognized the private business concept of entrepreneur as problematic when used to describe or prescribe the role of public administrators in our democratic system. Their need to "legitimize" the concept by structuring an argument that it can be reconciled with democratic principles is an indication that something is wrong. The authors know that the characteristic behaviors of the entrepreneur are not well-suited for public administrators. Although a civicregarding entrepreneurship may address some of the antidemocratic characteristics of the entrepreneur identified by Bellone and Goerl, it ignores less apparent values intrinsic to the entrepreneurial model such as a heavy reliance on domination and coercion, a preference for revolutionary change (regardless of the circumstances), and a disrespect for tradition.6 These "hidden" values make the concept of public entrepreneur suspect for several reasons. The public entrepreneur's disdain and disrespect for tradition creates an interesting dilemma for Bellone and Goerl. As may be recalled, they stated that "Public entrepreneurs need to take their political authority seriously" (emphasis added). How is this possible given the fact that the public entrepreneur seems intent on destroying tradition, the primary source of his or her authority?
Given the concerns outlined above as well as those expressed by Bellone and Goerl themselves, we should abandon the misconceived quest to reconcile public entrepreneurship with democracy. The concept is dangerous and thus, public administration scholars should avoid using it if at all possible. I am afraid public entrepreneurship creates more problems than it solves. James Stever (1988) 
